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As the son of the public, and the offspring1 of an
amiable and illustrious Prince, it was not to be con-
ceived that any such account would be brought
against his Royal Highness. The honorable baronet
(M. W. Ridley) was apprehensive, that, by bring-
ing this question to issue, it might give birth to liti-
gation betwixt the illustrious father and son, which
he, in common with those that heard him, depre-
cated ; he did not see but that might be avoided*
Gentlemen had heard of amicable suits in chancery,
and surely this might be put on the same issue. He
was sorry he did not see the learned gentleman
(the Attorney-General) in his place, because high
as the leg*al opinion of that gentleman might be, he
did not conceive it quite so conclusive on the sub-
ject of the duchy of Cornwall. That learned
gentleman had quoted the case of Charles the First;
but he ought to have recollected that Prince Henry
was the films primo, genitus, and that on the demise
of that prince, Charles only held the duchy of
Cornwall by grant from the King, his father. That
learned gentleman argued on a supposition that the
Prince of Wales held by knight service, and in that
case that the King was guardian, in chivalry ; this
he denied; for it was plain that by the act of Charles
the Second, that part of the feudal system was abo-
lished* Mr- Sheridan wished that a clause should
be introduced in the bill for appointing commis-
sioners to examine into the accounts of the duchy
of Cornwall.

Mr. Sheridan wished the house to observe the dif-
ferent opinions that had been delivered by Mr. Pitt
and Mr. Anstruther. The first had said that a suit
at law might be instituted ; the second had asserted,
that he would not advise his Royal Highness to
institute any litigation. This difference of opinion
was an additional and a strong reason why the
house should come to a decisive vote upon the sub-
ject. The bill could not in its present stqjte pass the
house. It held up the Prince in the degraded situa-